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BULLETIN  No.  9tt 


FARM  BUSINESS  IN  OU£EEG 

A  SECOND  AGRICULTURAL  FARM  SURVEY  IN  SIX  COl^NTIES 

In  order  to  i«curc>  information  repretcntinff  th*  true  situation  of  farm  biuinari'< 
in  Quebec,  in  so  far  n»  possible,  a  preliminary  agricultural  farm  survey  was  carried  out 
by  the  writer  during  1919,  for  the  Animal  Husbandry  Division.  Central  Experimental 
Farm,  Ottawa.  Thir.  farm  surrey  whs  made  in  six  representative  districts  of  six 
eountiet  in  the  province  of  Quebec.  The  information  obtained,  and  embodied  in 
bulletin  number  96  of  the  reipilar  Experimental  Farm  series,  was  such  as  to  indi- 
cate the  necessity  of  oontinuance,  corering  more  ground,  if  possible,  another  year. 
Definite  plans  were  made,  therefore,  and  the  writer  nrranged  to  conduct,  during  1980, 
a  survey  along  the  same  lines  as  that  of  1919  with  double  the  number  of  farms. 


MXTHOOH  or  SURVKY 

The  methods  used  in  obtaining  the  information  were  very  much  the  same  as  thoM 
of  the  >revious  survey.  In  order  to  make  results  comparable,  in  »  me«<*ure,  with  those 
of  similar  lines  of  work  conducted  in  other  provinces  of  Canada  and  in  the  United 
States,  very  similar  methods  were  employed,  excepting  occasional  necessary  modifica- 
tions due  to  local  conditions. 

In  1919,  the  survey  was  narried  on  in  one  representative  district  in  six  counties, 
where  Illustration  Stations  already  existed,  26  to  30  representative  farms  being 
surveyed  in  each  district  chosen,  in  a  radius  of  i<ve  miles  around  each  Illustration 
Statio*.  As  the  survey  to  be  carried  out  in  1920  could  not,  for  various  reasons,  be 
made  on  a  comparative  basis,  it  was  thought  that  more  information  could  be  obtained 
by  choosing  farms  for  survey  in  a  greater  number  of  districts  or  parii^hes  in  oufli 
county.  So,  instead  of  using  the  same  centres  as  in  19irf,  some  fifty  farms  were 
surveyed  from  all  t  ^e  parishef.  surrounding  the  parish  chosen  in  1919.  Following  this 
method,  10  or  12  representative  farms  were  surveyed  in  each  four  or  five  parishes 


surrounding  the  - 
varied  with  th> 
However,  in  c» 
to  determine  ' 
concur  with  tL 
treated  as  one  giuu^. 


e  d'.strict  surveyed  last  year.    The  number  of  farms  surveyed 

1  the  iraportanoe  of  the  parishes  of  that  particular  section. 

at  this  report  as  concisely  as  possible  and,  at  the  same  time, 

liudings  in  all  the  parishes  surveyed  in  each  county  would 

.jtained  last  year,  all  the  parishes  surveyed  in  one  county  are 

Thus,  when  the  i«ader  subsequently  peruses  results  obtained  in. 


for  example,  L'Asgomption  district,  it  will  be  understood,  unless  otherwise  stated,  that 
these  results  are  the  average  of  figures  obtained  on  fiO  farms  surveyed  in  L'Epiphanif, 
Repentigny,  St.  Paul  and  St.  Sulpice  parishes,  each  parish  supplying  a  proportionate 
number  of  farms.  Again,  when  studying  the  tables,  comparing  the  results  obtained 
by  the  best  and  poorest  farms,  in  this  case  each  parish  supplied  its  quota  of  best  and 
poorest  farms  in  making  the  totals  for  ihe  averages  sijown  in  these  cases;  otherwise, 
had  the  best  and  poorest  farms  been  selected  irrespective  of  their  source,  different, 
but  less  representative  averages  would  be  shown.  The  above  explanations  are  neces- 
sary in  order  that  the  reader  be  afforded  a  proper  interpretation  of  results. 

The  desired  information  was  collected  by  using  forms  specially  prepared  for  the 
pupose.  Most  of  the  farmers  realized  the  reason  and  importance  of  this  survey  and 
were  quite  eager  to  supply  tHe  information  sought 

Determination  of  the  Laboub  Income 

The  receipts  from  all  sources  were  itemized  and  when  totalled  together  constitute 
the  gross  revenue  of  the  farms. 
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The  labour  pOTfonmd  hy  muu  at  fourtMn  yMn  i  ace  or  o»«r  wu  ohmiged  at 
,.*'  !*T  "*•  ■•  "^  '•'*"'  **>■'«*  •**•  «»t  ia  that  neighbourhood,  thereby  pUcinc 
all  the  farm*  on  the  laiiie  wrel  in  determlniac  the  labour  inoomc. 

An  uinnal  deptaeiation  oharge  of  10  per  ««nt  wae  leried  on  machinery  and  5  ocr 
eent  on  buihlinga  and  lire  itock. 

Tntereat  on  total  eapiUl  waa  rated  at  «  per  eeat 

"1  J^Z  i!r'"°5."?  ^.  !°*^  •???"  '""  ^  «"*  njmixu,  a  balance  termed  the 
Inbour  teeome^  le  obtained.  «Lieh  repmenta  the  money  obtained  by  the  farmer  and 
hi.  wife  for  manapng  and  working  the  farm.  Aa  there  are  groupe  of  farm*  included 
in  ws  rarr^  making  no  labour  income,  the  term  and  sign  "jdu."  (+)  «nd  "minu." 
(-)  labour  tecome  wiU  be  uaed  to  deeignato  a  farm  or  group  of  farm,  making  a  plu. 
i.r  minne  labour  income.  *^ 

DirnrmoR  or  Tniia 

A  matunkor94  or  eow  *quaU  on*  aitimal  unit.  Colta  o.- young  catUe  and  other 
>-kiaei  of  itooii  are  fraction*  of  animal  nniU.  For  the  uke  of  elearneea.  the  lollowin* 
•Iritcnption  ii  given :  ^ 

Claa  of  stock 

"•Iter  (1  to  1  roan) *                 

calf  (undw  1  yMr) .'..'"     4        

Boll T        

Stoor  lifMnn). ."..".."..''.  ','.  1         ,'        " 

»•»■• ;;  1     

Colt )  

Hob 6  

^t It 

Miatp J 

l^mh j^  •!        M        .«        „ 

PonUry \'     ^jj,  

Ca*k  crop  is  a  common  term  uaed  to  designate  any  crop  that  is  lold  directly  for 
Pawl. 

Crop  index  is  a  numerical  measure  of  the  crop  production  of  the  farm  It  ia 
arriTed  at  a.  foDow.:  The  value  of  all  crops  grown  on  all  farm,  aurveyed  ia  totalli!d 
up  and  divided  by  the  total  crop  acns.  The  resulting  number  repreaento  100  per 
cent  crop  production.  Individual  farms  having  a  orop  yield  higher  than  thia  averuR 
yield  are  given  a  number  proportionately  higher  and  thoae  having  a  lower  crm 
.vield  are  given  a  number  proportionately  lower.  Thu.  one  farm  may  have  a  eroo 
index  number  of  110,  which  means  that  the  crop  yield  on  this  farmU  10  p^  Zt 
higher  than  the  average;  or  the  crop  index  number  may  be  90,  which  mean,  that  the 
crop  yield  18  10  per  cent  fewer  than  th«  average. 

Live  stock  index  is  a  numerical  measure  of  the  live  stock  production  of  the  farm 
obtained  in  the  same  way  as  the  orop  index,  using  the  total  live  stock  revenue  tdt^ 
total  animal  unift  as  factors.  ":»Baao  ana  tne 

undefcutivTtro^'  '*"'  '^""'"'  "'  "="*  ''  '""^  ""  *  "™  ^^'^^  ^-e  been  brought 

crop  U'LT*  "  '"'  """*'  ""  '""  "'  '*"'^  '"""  "'"*'*'  *  -^'--»«^  "  »  P«.ture 
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T«  ofctoin  tnd  »hro>-  mbm  lifbt  on  tlw  omt  ■dvanUgMiu  rise  of  fsm  to  opmt% 
MUM  I  sBd  Ia  bar*  Im«b  pniumd.  In  itudyinc  tho  labour  '  jom  ia  UbU  1a  it 
^  ^""^T*^  *"*  ■*'  •"""•  "•  "^'"«  •  P'«»  !•»»«'  taoom*.  TarTtnf  from  1881 
i*il  ^  •▼"•«•  ot  Nes.  Tbii  aroraco  Ubour  incoma  U  bicher  tban  th« 
maraca  Ubonr  incoma  for  tbe  umo  dinrieU  ai  reported  in  tba  rarTt>  of  1919.  Th*"?* 
^  *Jf  "^  'TT.. '"« ^  <liff«*«w».  Flrat.  tbe  fignroa  for  tba  faraa  ia 
^  St.  CMeon  (Laka  St.  Jobn)  dUtriet  bare  been  left  out  If  tho  laate 
wU  refw  to  tho  reaulta  of  tbe  1019  lurrey  and  to  table  II  in  tbe  praaent  tumj  ba 
wlU  noto  that  tbia  district  sbowa  in  both  eaaea  a  minu  labour  inoomr     A  eloaer 

^I?^!r*^.  [.  ■;"'•*  *•"  ''"*  *•»•*  *''•  "'""•  '•*»«'  Incomaa  wer-  due  to  tbe 
MtraordiBarily  high  Taluee  pUoed  upon  tbe  land  compared  witb  otber  ttrieta;  tbat 
»*«»"»  <»»  cfP«»l  ooni'iraed  tbe  proflU.  Tho  incorporation  of  tbe  r  Ita  obUined 
OB  thwe  farma  in  tbe  table  would  not  make  a  true  areraffe  for  tbe  rec  uinc  distrieti 
where  values  are  nonnal.  nor  would  the  flgurei  obUined  in  this  surrey  be  comparable 
with  fiffure.  obtained  on  similar  surreys  made  in  otber  prorinces.  Secondly,  owinjr 
to  bifher  prices  obuinablo  for  1919  products  tban  were  obuinable  the  pr^riow  year 
the  averase  rmrenue  from  tbe  farms  in  tbe  present  surrey  is  much  higher  Tb' 
Kr  in^e°*         "'  ^""'*»*^  i«>  P«>pr.    on  it  learas  a  general  bigber  areragt 

The  figures  giren  in  tables  I  and  Ia  are  practionlly  self-explanatory,  but  it  may 
,  .'  *o  F,rl  "''  ■"*nt>on  of  the  reader  to  some  of  the  ouUtanding  facU.  In  tbe  first 
pUce  It  will  be  notiood  tba*  tbe  plus  labour  income  doea  not  inereaae  in  the  earn  ratio 
as  the  sise  of  the  farma,  aa  some  might  expect  There  U  a  difference  of  1886  ia  favonr 
of  the  group  of  farma  rarying  in  sis.  from  61  to  UX)  acres  and  a  difference  of  only 
k  rT*u*  ?'••••«•«'  ^  •»•»••»  'nd  tJw  •▼erage  of  tbe  Urgest  farms.  This 
shows  that  there  ia  a  tendency  for  farma  of  certain  definite  sisea  to  giro  laigw  labour 
incomes  than  a  little  larger  or  a  little  smaller  farms. 

Similar  surreys  conducted  in  other  prorinces  and  in  tbe  United  Statea  have 
rerealed  the  fact  that  there  are  odd-sised  farms  »hich  are  too  large  *or  one  and 
too  smaU  for  two  men;  others  are  too  large  for  two  and  too  small  for  tbrea  men. 
On  these  odd-sised  farms,  with  the  exc:ptJon  of  some  on  '  ich  specialisat  -  or 
some  particular  crop  is  practised  with  success,  large  average  iu.  ur  ineomaa  me 
possible  only  through  intensification  of  the  system  of  farming  and  good  farm  m  ce- 
ment 

The  resulU  of  this  surrey  would  appear  to  confirm  the  flndiugj  arrived  at  else- 
where and  to  demonstrate,  through  the  above  Ubles.  that  the  mot,  advantageous 
sue  of  fsrms  to  operate  are  one-man  farms  of  from  81  tr  :  'O  acres,  tw.  ^j,  a  fonns  of 
from  141  to  16C  acres  and  three-men  farma  of  200  acres  .-'  ^  ore.  The  v  -iter  realises 
that  there  are  many  factors  affecting  the  matter  of  advauvijeous  sise  such  as  type 
of  farming  foUowed.  nature  of  the  soU  of  the  farm,  location,  number  and  ag«  of 
children,  available  labour  in  district,  and  the  knowledge  and  managerial  ability  of 
tho  farmer.  The  results  obtained  through  the  farm  survey  of  tbe  above  gronpe 
reveals  the  following  information:  Percentages  of  farms  receiving  a  plus  labow 
income  of  leOO  or  more  according  to  size:  40  to  80  acrea.  21  per  cent;  81  to  100  free. 
88  per  cent;  101  to  120  acres,  88  per  cent;  121  to  140  acres.  85  per  cent-  141  to  160 
acres,  52  per  cent;  161  to  180  acres.  48  per  cent;  181  to  200  acrea.  88  per  cent-  200 
and  more  acres.  SO  per  cent  ' 

These  figures  substantiate  the  claim  made  that  there  are  certain  sised  farms 
preferable  to  others,  and  further  show  that  there  are  greater  possibilities  of  farms 
of  large  acreage  making  a  larger  labour  income,  and  also  of  providing  a  safe  iuTest- 
ment  for  capital  which  has  a  tendency  to  increase  in  value. 

In  studying  the  factors  influencing  the  labour  income  of  tho  various  groups  it 
win  be  noticed,  in  table  Ia,  that  the  per  cent  cost  of  total  expenses  remain  very  nearly 
constant  for  all  groups,  the  greatest  deviation  from  the  average  either  up  or  down 
being  1.2  per  cent  regardless  of  capital  invested  or  size  of  farma.    It  will  alao  be 
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notUMd  in  this  table  that  the  average  revenue  per  animal  unit,  with  the  exception 
of  two  groups  is  very  nearly  constant.  Further  that  the  increased  labour  income 
obtained  in  some  of  the  groups  of  the  various  groups  of  farms  studied  is  not  explained 
by  getting  a  proportional  increased  revenue  from  cash  crop  sources,  but  by  having 
a  larger  number  of  animal  units  for  a  given  number  of  acres,  making  possible  an 
average  gross  per  cent  revenue  exceeding  the  average  total  expenses.  The  wider  the 
margin  the  greater  becomes  the  labour  income. 

Widiout  wing  into  the  details  of  revenue  or  expenses,  which  are  plainly  set  out 
in  the  tables,  the  information  obtained  through  this  survey  would  go  to  show  first 
that  certain  sised  farms  are  to  be  preferred  to  others;  secondly,  that  there  is  a  ^ter 
percePtage  of  high  labour  income  obtained  on  the  larger  farms;  and  thirdly  that 
fair  to  high  labour  incomes  are  possible  on  the  smaller  farms  where  good  managerial 
ability  is  applied. 


TABLE  II-LABOUR  INCOME  BY  DISTRICT 


District 


Number  nt  iarma 

Average  »im 

Ayerace  tilled  am 

Ayeraca  orop  acres 

Aveiace  total  capital 

AveraBe  capital  in  real  estate.. 
Averate  per  cent  capital  in  real 

estate 

Average  capital  in  buildings 

Average  per  uent  capital  in  build- 

iivs 

Average  capital  in  machinery. 
Average    per    cent    oapitij 

machinery 

Average  capital  in  live  stock. . 
Average  per  cent  capital  in  live 

stock 

Average  crop  acres  per  man . . . 
Average  crop  acres  per  horse. . 

Average  animal  unit 

Average  live  stoc  k  index 

Avenge  crop  inde  X 

Average  revenue  from  cash  crop 

sold 

Average  revenue  from  live  stock 

■old 

Average   revenue    trom    butter, 

milk,  or  cheese  sold 

Average  revenue  from  swine  sold. 
Average  revenue  from  sheep  or 

WDoIsoU 

Average  revenue  from  poultry  or 


No. 
Ac. 
Ac. 
Ac. 

I 

I 


Anbny 
(Chateau- 
guay  Co.) 


% 
Ac. 
Ac. 
A.U. 
No. 
No. 


Average  total  revenue 

Average  cost  of  labour 

Average  amomt  of  feed  bought. . 

Avenge  current  expenses 

Avenge  depreciation  on  build' 
iagi,  live  stock  and  mach- 
inery  

Average  interest  on  capital  in- 
vested  

Average  total  expenses 

.4venigc  labour  income 


t2 

lao 

113 

Its 

13,841 
10.374 

S70 
2,473 

171> 
1.413 

10-3 
2,054 

14-8 
040 
2«S 
I9-7 
831 
104-2 

746 


92S 
170 

IS 

39 

2,133 

381 

13« 

178 


Laohute 

(Argen- 

teuil  Co.) 


831 
1,887 

-f345 


SO 
165 
118 
146 

1S,7SS 

11,718 

67-7 
2,594 

16-4 
1,404 

89 
2,673 

169 
730 
31-8 
258 
105 
803 

381 

348 

1,708 
155 


40 

2,660 

445 

366 
199 


404 

950 
2,364 

+296 


L'As- 

soroption 


136 
115 
131 

16,575 

12,561 

58-0 
2,956 

17-8 
1,652 

10-0 
2,360 

14-2 
54-8 
33-0 
23-2 

ioe-4 

149-2 

1.530 

327 

1,232 
283 

35 

63 

3,469 

642 

238 

198 


439 

993 

3.489 
-t-980 


Mont' 


Stan- 
bridge 
East 
magny       (Missis- 
qooiCo) 


SI 

118 

100 

107 

14,036 

11,010 


3,603 

185 
1,130 


8-5 


135 
56-5 
34-8 
186 
105-5 
97-1 


290 

941 
335 

58 

37 

2,289 

438 

89 

147 

339 

843 
1,843 
+446 


49 

162 
85 

133 
17,480 
12,792 

67-5 
2,733 

15-7 
1,298 

7-4 
3,390 

19-4 

67-2 
24-7 
27-6 
90-2 
76-6 

428 

504 

1,871 
287 

46 

-    30 
3,166 

512 

633 

202 


1,049 

3.831 
+335 


St. 
Oedeon 

(lAke  St. 
John  Co) 


48 

160 

135 

149 

35,173 

30,219 

76-3 
3,414 

9-7 

1,576 

4-5 

3,378 

9-6 
663 
35-8 
339 
880 
081 

778 


501 
141 

36 

3,303 

675 

13 
334 


494 

3,111 
3,636 
-324 


In  order  to  study  the  {armicg  businesB  in  different  parts  of  the  province  and 
the  farms  following  different  typM  of  fanning,  table  II  has  been  prepared.  The  reader 
will  kindly  remember,  as  explained  in  the  preamble,  that  the  farms  supplying  the 
information  iu  the  above  table  were  situated  in  four  or  five  parishes  surrounding  the 
particular  district  mentioned. 

It  will  be  remarked  that  all  districts,  except  that  of  St.  Oedeon  (Lake  St.  John) 
are  making  a  small  plus  labour  income.  The  general  average  results  obtained,  though 
slightly  better,  concur  with  those  obtained  in  last  year's  survey.  To  analyze,  in 
more  detnil,  the  data  embodied  in  the  averages  of  the  above  table,  the  following  two 
tables  have  been  prepared. 
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.tudit,  ff  r^  ^■^^'^  "J  '"f  "'^  ""^^^  *"  ^  °f  K~»t  int^'et.  "ot  only  to 
2r«  ..  *"™/°."'»'*'«?«.  »»«»  also  to  every  famer.  regardless  of  whether  he  has 
made  a  success  of  h.s  calling  or  not.    These  tables  are  interesting  because  they  show 

LustTS  P"!,".^;'**'^  ''^r'^r'  •''  ^"'"^"^  '"^'l  demonstrate  Ihat  line  of  action 
must  be  followed  if  success  is  to  be  attained. 

Here  again  it  will  be  remembered  that  these  groups  of  the  ten  best  and  ten 
poorest  farms  are  made  up  by  having  each  parish  in  the  vicinity  of  the  centre  mentionSl 

^il'!::^T  '""'"  "'  "^'^  ""'  ^""*  '"'"^  *°  '''™  *^*  -pecti:eToup;^f 
It  will  be  noticed  that  the  highest  average  labour  income  for  the  ten  best  farms 
IS  obtained  ,n  L'Assompt  on  district,  and  that  the  lowest  average  labour  income  for  X 
ten  poorest  fanns  ,s  obtained  in  St.  Gedeon  district.  The  rea^s  accountinHor  these 
very  striking  differences  are  the  san^e  as  those  given  in  last  year's  survey.  The  S 
iL  tr  """'  '^f'''^  i"  '^'  L'Assomption  district  is  due  to  thlhigh  averaS 
gross  income  received  from  the  cash  crops  sold,  over  fifty  per  cent  of  this  reven^ 

St   G:d."„r:  -^^'7  ""''  *™*  '"'°'"^-    '^^  ^"^  ---  labour  ineoTeo 
«id  ,^l.t  f        IT  ""  •*"'  '"  P"*  *"  *""  ^'«^  ^*1"«  PJo'^d  upon  the  real  estate, 
rriiv  Jv  1        ^*''"'*''  ""  nent  above  the  average  of  the  other  groups.     This,  and  the 
f  we  studv         '  ^.^T"'  "°'*:, "'  ''''  ^"'''^'P^^  reasons^f or'^he  p5;,r  re^is 
the  ten^   and  ten'"-o  ..  tV''*°"  '^''TT^  T"*^^  ^'^^  ^^^^'^  i''  *»>«  "P-^tion  of 
tart  wifTl    1  *Tr  ™'  "*  *^^  ^"^'^y  •''«*"''*'  '•»"*  -lo  ^e  "ee?   We  have,  to 

start  with,  a  plus  labour   ncome  of  $926  for  the  average  of  the  ten  best  farms  against 
a  minus  labour  inoorne  of  $547  for  the  average  of  the  ten  poorest  far.^  .    How?  h 
difference  of  labour  income  to  be  accounted  for?    We  will  noti      that  the  ~e  size 
aLtl  ToT  *"  *^'"  T  ^^''^'  '"''''  ^'"^  1^3  crop  acres  for  the  ten  Cfams 
colL  !    "?.r:f'  ^7  *^'  *^"  P*""-***  f""'^'  «  <Jiff««»«e  in  size  which  may  or 

helpVcreTpefln  and"*°\  ''''  '"^'^"'^  "'  '"'^'*"^  '^'^'^'  ''^  ^iSriZion 
ine  crop  acres  per  man  and  per  horse,  are  all  very  nearly  alike  for  both  classes  of  farm 

F  JherZrTtf  °'  '*""''  ""'^^  "^^*  '"  '''^'^'  ''^  *^«  ^^  "^  the  ten  Zest  faZ! 
beu  r  w\  factr/Xr'.''*'?f  K^^^^f '"^  ^^  ^^^''^  ^'^  ^''^  P«-  *"»«  than  in  the 
t^ll  Iif  *•  *^°"'''  ^^  "*  **'"'^'"  °f  tl>e  fonner.    Yet  it  will  be  observed 

that  the  average  return  on  capital  invested  in  the  case  of  the  ten  poor^  faVms  iHl 
pe  cent  lower  than  in  the  case  of  the  ten  best  farms.  One  cxplanSiL  in  th  fac^ 
that  a  much  smaller  revenu.  was  obtained  from  cash  crops  by  the  ten  forest    ar" 
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thau  by  the  ten  best  farau.  A  more  important  factor,  however,  ig  the  return  per 
•nimal  unit,  which  wa.  $83.25  less  in  the  ca=e  of  the  ten  poorest  farm*.       hU  bw 

ZZ^  ^'C""A!!fli*  "  f  ^  "^"Z  '•"  •"^""^  *°°  """"^  ^^'"^  *<"  the  V  k  done. 
cau.m»  the  Iom  of  feed  paature  and  time  that  other  stock  would  have  used  to  betted 

tt^t  ?«T.i'*""\"  T"'  *"^  "'^'"'"^  "'  '*>'*""*•  *"'™  "•'™"1''  »  t°»  limited, 
te  the  mai™ r  )°''"'  """^  «*'?f  "»^/  ^««  "°  P<»»lf-y  are  kept,  leaving  the  rows  to 
nr,.lif  K  T  ^i*^  u^'*""""-  ^''  ""''*'  t''^*  cimimrtances,  these  cow,  are  of  poor 
quality  or  badly  fed.  the  results  cannot  help  but  be  disastrow.  In  other  eases  ^he 
distribution  of  stock  is  fairly  representative,  but  the  quality  ,.d  the  management  of 
It  IS  so  poor  that  nothing  but  failure  can  be  expected  management  of 

in  nrlSTl  ^'"'^^'''  "^  '^^""^  ^"^  °'^*"  «*'«'""*»  ^'^^  «""'  <>{  the  same  deduct, ons 

.  nCt^  f  TT  ""'^n  ^  ''""^^  "^  "'^^  •^""P"  ^'U  «ho'-  tl'at  the  size  of  the  km 
18  not  the  only  factor  influencing  success. 

^  very  interesting  point  to  observe  in  the  above  tables  is  the  fact  thnt  the  grouns 
of  farms  which  have  a  high  revenue  per  animal  unit  are  invariably  the  fa  ms S 

L«iW„J?,,""''*  """P.  '"'•^""'  >°dicating  that  high  revenue  per  animal  unit  m«k»s 
possible  high  revenue  from  cash  crop  sources. 

Another  interesting  point  in  the  above    tables    is  that,  with    the    exception  of 
L  Assomp  ion  district,  the  percentage  of  capital  used  -n  ..ayi^g  the  operatinrexrnses 

U^l^T    ^     %  t     ^'"  ""^  P^'  •^"*'  '«8"dle«*  of  whether  the  farm  is  yielding  a 
h^h  or  a  low    abour  income.    This  would  go  to  support  the  claim  that  the  cost  of 

tX  Vd iS  "t?  ^'"'^  "if  farm  operated,  but  seldom  varies  to  a  Noticeable  d^rS 

iTbour  itTt  ■  '^°''  ;'"'*.'*  '*  ""•'^  P°*^'"«  *"  «^*«>"  "  reasonablellus 

labour  mcome  by  arranging  or  planning  the  system  of  farming  to  have  .ourne,  of 
revenue  that  will  make  the,.r  cent  total  reven,;-  exceed  the  per  cent  total  expZe 


Specialized  ob  Ge.seral  Farming 

thpm„'J''"fi!'Ki°  !^^  '"1°.^'  "^-"""^  interested  parties  considerable  uncertaintv  as  to 
the  most  profitable  type  of  farming  1.  follow,  the  table.  IV  and  IVa  have  been  pr;pared. 
The  farms  included  in  the  three  groups  which  compose  these  are  farms  from  the 
counties  of  Argenteuil.  Chateauguay  and  L'Assomption.  each  county  supping  a  W 

thr^^i  ''"'"^'  °^  ^""'  *"  '^^  '^'"^  «'""P^-  Hence,  the  results  obtained  for  these 
three  groups  are  as  representative  as  H  is  possible  to  have  thorn  for  such  purpose. 

whiJ  w*""*"?,;  ?""?'  ™'"''  ^"^  ^'^^  '^"'*"'"  ^"'''"^^^  ^"""^  which  produced  milk 
which  was  sold  for  cty  consumption.  Some  additional  revenue  was  obtained  from 
cash  crops  s.m,  ar  to  those  grown  on  the  farms  of  the  other  two  groups,  but  tl" 
revenue  from  this  source  was  limited. 

the;  J^kT"*^  w?'  w"''^  ^"r"'"*^  ^'"*  "  ^""'^  C'^P'"  ^^^^^^  5«  f'»'^«  that  s.ld 
their  milk  through  the  butter  or  cheese  factory  and  on  which  seventy  per  cent  of  the 
cash  crop  revenue  was  composed  of  crops  not  marketable  through  the  live  stock,  such  a, 
clover  seed,  grass  seed,  fruit.  mai)le  sugar,  tobacco  and  vegetables. 

The  thur?  group,  "General  Dairy  Farms,"  comprises  all  the  farms  not  entering  in 
^ups  one  and  two.  and  of  which,  in  most  cases,  the  leading  cash  crops  were  hay  and 
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T^I^  IV-8PECIAUZBD  OR  GENERAL  FARMINO 


Svtobtn  otUtnaa 

ATwactiiM 

ATWHVtUMan*... 
*▼•«■•  crop  •(»••.... 
ATnaat  total  «M^. 
AvnaCi  lapital la  nal  aatato. . 


Avanga  •.'•r  oaat  capital  in  raal  aatata' 

Avanga«airitaJiBtiBlldi«ir!7.."       

Avoaaa  par  eaat  oapital  ia  baibUna     

A  rarac*  capital  in  maehfaatyTrrT        

A^anwa  par  oaat  oapttalinmaohinefyV.".'; 

Areia«eBapitalinlTaito«ul!T!!T^ 

Avaraga  par  eaat  eapit&.  in  lira  atoek 

Avetaca  crop  aorta  par  man 

Averafle  orop  aona  par  liana 

Averace  animal  nni't 

Avernce lire  atoek  iadai. ...'.'.'.'.'. 

Avanwa  crop  iadax 

•*wnta  ravanae  from  oaah'mop.V.".'.! 
Ararnca  raranoe  from  Uva  atoek. 

Avaraaa  ravenna  from  bottar,  milk  nr'iihiini'n' 

Averase  ravanae  from  swine.. 

Averasa  revenue  from  alteep  and  wool.'.! 
Averaaa  revenue  from  poultry  and  «««»« 

Averaca  total  revanoe ^^ 

Averace  ooat  of  labour 

Average  amount  of  feed  bought. '.'.'.'. 

Average  enrrent  oxpemea. . 

Average  total  expenses 

Average  labour iaoome .!!!... 


Ao. 

Ac. 
t 
I 


1 

Ao. 
A.U. 
No. 
No. 


Dairy 

tarmlag 

for 

dty 

trade 


SI 

161 

lie 

141 

ia,063 

11,7«S 

a.m 

17-8 
1.42S 
S-9 
3.87S 

17» 

as-s 

8M 
37-8 
111-4 
MO 
SflO 
385 
3,(IM 
IM 
41 
44 
3,180 
401 
445 
201 
4iM 
M7 
2,533 
+627 


Dairy 
(arming 

plus 
acaah 

crop 


42 

182 
•1 

121 
17,100 
12,710 

88-8 
2,884 

18-8 
1,826 

8«| 

2,864 

18-8 

88-8 

26-1 

33-6 

108-3 

IISO 

1,00B 

818 

1,506 

278 

38 

48 

3,1M 

504 

406 

I»7 

42» 

1,027 

2,653 

+541 


General 
Farms 


88 

188 

100 

137 

16,708 

13,744 

»-4 
2,824 

16» 
1,433 

8-5 
2,526 
15-2 
C7-4 
2«» 
230 

ass 

92-5 
834 

827 
1,270 

322 

32 

51 

2.838 

530 

293 

198 

408 

)99 
Z.428 
+408 


TABLE  IVa-SPECIALIZED  OR  GENERAL  FARMINO 


Number  of  farms 

Average  size  of  farms  (crop  acres) 
Average  total  capital ..... ..  ^^ 

Average  total  revenue. 

Average  per  cent  total  tavanii". '..'.[ 

Average  anmial  unit 

'  verage  revenue  per  animal  uniti .' .' 
J--verage  revenue  from  cash  crop 

Average  total  eipensee ' 

Average  per  cent  total  expenses. . . ." 
Average  labour  income.-. 


Dairy 

farming 

for 

city 

trade 


No. 

Ao. 

8 

A. 
t 

8 

t 

% 
8 


Dairy 
farming 

:)lus 
acaah 

crop 


51 
141 

16,062 

3,180 
19-7 
27-3 
95-24 
560 

2,533 
158 

+«27 


42 

121 

17,100 

3,194 
18-7 
236 
92-58 

1,009 

2,653 
15-5 

+541 


General 
Daily 
Farms 


55 

137 

16,703 

2,836 
17-0 
23-9 
83-77 
834 

2,428 
145 

+406 


At  the  outset  it  will  be  noticed  that  all  three  groups  are  making  a  small  dIus 

simLr  for\rn,;^i  Pf^*°*'«a*'*  ^"P""l  "»«»  i^  P«ying  operating  expenses  is  almost 
X^J^n^   «  1.  "Dairy  Farming  for  City  Trade."  and  group  2.  "Dairy  Farming 

also  be  noticed  that  the  total  capital  invested  and  the  gro«s  revenue  aw  very  similarly 
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all  group*.  Group  1  hu  a  higher  number  of  animal  nniU  and  receiTei  a  dightly 
higher  rerenue  per  unit  than  group  2  and  over  $11  more  per  animal  unit  than  group  3. 
Oroup  S  reoeivea  over  J«8  per  cent  of  ita  revenue  from  iu  caah  crop  and  has  a  correa- 
pondingly  amall  number  of  animal  uniu.  However,  the  higher  revenue  received  from 
tHe  caah  crop  itema  helpa  to  make  a  gross  revenue  and  kbour  income  ranking  neit 
to  that  of  group  1. 

The  tL;rd  group,  "  General  T)airy  Farma,"  include*  a  type  of  farm  which  is 
quite  popular.    Many  of  the  farmers  of  this  group  are  foUowing  the  line  of  least 
resistance.    A  few  oo«=*  are  kept,  some  hay  and  grain  is  sold,  which  with  incidental 
revenue  from  other  sources,  helps  to  make  a  gross  revenue  that  may  cover  the  total 
expenses  and  sometinjes  leavei  a  small  labour  income.    In  such  systems  .f  farmin^', 
however,  the  maintenance  of  soil  fertility  and,  henoe,  of  the  farm's  value,  is  not 
taken  into  consideration.    If  it  were,  it  is  ofcvious  that  some  other  tjpe  of  faming 
would  be  .  flowed.     Anyone  familiar  with  farm  condition,  knows    Aat  where  the 
quality  of  the  animals  kept  is  high  a  corresponding  appearance  of  thrift  is  found  about 
tne  farm  as  a  whole,  that  cannot  be  recorded  in  figures  but  that  is  noticed  by  the 
visitor  or  passer-by.    This  appearance  of  thrift  is  often  further  :  ibstantiated  by 
finding  on  such  farms  more  highly  educated  people,  liomes  with  more  comforts  and 
conditions  generally  surrounding  the  farms  indicative  of  progress  and  content 
♦J.-  J''".'«"»^*i  0/  tl^o  wyey  of  the  above  three  types  of  farming  concur  closely  with 
^Z^^Mfj!!"^*       i?'*  ^*"','   «8T'«"'*""1   "U'^ey   and   further  demonstrate   that    the 
poaaibiuty  of  making  a  plus  wbour  mcome  does  not  vary  greatly  with  any  type  o* 
-armmg.    If  the  gross  revenue  is  higher  with  a  particular  type,  the  total  expenses 
of  o^ration  are  often  correspondingly  high.    It  also  demonstrates  that  .he  question 
Of  a  fair  plus  labour  income  is  not  so  much  a  question  of  location  and  type  of  farming 
as  a  question  of  good  management  within  the  type  chosen.    Had  a  comparative  table 

.W»T.M  °  '^^^  /(JJ^'aV"''  ^",T,*  ^""''  °^  ^""^  *f  ""P  ^««n  included  also  for  the 
above  tables  (IV  and  IV  A)  it  would  have  been  noticed  that  high  plus  labour  incomes 
and  low  minus  labour  incomes  were  obtained  by  farms  of  all  groups  with  very  litt  e 
difference  withm  each.  It  ia  not  so  much  a  question  o.  type  of  farming  as  it  is  a 
question  of  good  management  assuring  a  per  cent  gross  revenue  that  will  exceed  the 
per  cent  total  expenses. 


THE  PPEE-BRED  SIRE  AND  THE  REVENUE  OF  THE  COWS 

Much  is  being  said  and  written  about  the  use  of  pure-bred  dairy  sires  in  grading 
up  the  grade  and  common  dairy  herds  to  improve  their  milk-producing  qualitie.". 
To  ascertain  and  demonstrate  the  truth  of  such  claims  table  V  has  been  prepared. 

«^orL^^"'\'^"^^^''  'I  '"  ^  """""'^  *^"*  the  information   obtained   wa.s 
aecorded  for  each  district  and  subdivided  into  three  groups:     Group  1.  "Pure-bred 

ZrJ^^!^  ?jt  ?'''''',  ''"'^''^''  ^r"  ^"'"'  "''^  '^"^  ^«"1«  *»>«*  "e  composed  of 
pure-bred  <^^dhighgT^de  cows.    Naturally,  such  herds  are  headed  by  a  pure-brod 

Za.^r"     '     y'f  ^"^  """^  ^"'•^^  ^°^'"  '^P^^^^-^*"  ^''^  ^hich  have  blen 
headed  by  a  purebred  s,re  for  a  coneiderc^ble  number  of  years,  so  that  some  of  the 

animals  may  have  as  high  as  four  crosses  of  pure-bred  blood  and  others  only  one 

.T/l;  .r"''if'   ,^°T°''  ^°^"'"  «  niade  up  of  herds  that  have  never  had  a  pur^-bred 
sire  at  their  head  and  consequently  represent  nondescript  breeding. 
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The  information  embodied  in  the  above  table  covers,  a»  stated  previouslv    nart 

peTcent  of  the  cows  '        "^'''  "•''^«"'"'«  *«  ^  «-'  "^  the  farn.  and  39 

In  studying  the  average  revenue  obtained  per  cow  for  each  group,  it  will  be 
noticeo  .hat  groups  2  and  3  for  Lachute  district  received  the  same  revenue  pTr  cow 
which  was  $4  more  than  that  received  by  group  1.  The  explanation  for  "h.s  ^nX' 
anomnly  u  that  a  greater  percentage  of  farmer,  in  group  3  were  sXg    h^  mi  k 

ourts"  Th?"  "  "'T'  '■"'  ''  r^  ""^  "'*"  "''^•'*"S  more  revenuf  from  othr 
ThT™l      t     "^  r"!^""""?  ''  "''"'  «PI'li..-able  to  group  1  of  ,ho  Aubr.v  di.S 

I^rSZZ  'tradr"  °"  ""^  ''''''''  "*  ^'""^  '^  '^'-^"^^  ^'^'^^  «-  -'  ^'^'H-K 

give^r;3r^i:^i^s^:-itrT\ij::S'^,;r"'^'^''^^^ 

the  quality  of  the  dairy  herds  and  consequently  Tn^asingX  atur  L  rmr^jT^Wl! 
be  observed  that  the  average  revenue  per  cow  is  «1'>1   fn,  ^„,,^  i     Vo       L     ,        ! 

Tli(,e  rejnJl.,  whioh  arc  well-kno»„  fact,  ,o  those  familiar  wilh  tl.  .it„.,i 
a»   «f  .  „■„„  »   „i«,„l.,.   ,h»   ac,ivi,ia,   of  ,!,„   va,"    li J    o.  U°  "  Srf 

registered   and   used.      This   enqu^r^  Z^,  '  .^         ,     i'^''"''!'''^  "''^•''' ''''^^- ^^« 

uiight    be   exemplified    as    the  Tub    of    ♦>i^  ^-      'lon/u^'vely    that   the   sires    used 

weakness  of  which  part  dependssucl,  „r  ^T  """t''''  ."''""    '^'    '''^'^^'^    «' 

annua!  Ins,  to  the  dairv  iXZ  ^f        .  ff '"'■^-     ^  '^""dition  which  causes  an 

•Bulletin  ..6,  Farm  Bu,lnes,.     CenTl^TFI^iin^blT^ _^_ements 


u*  ^'  "l^i  jre  prwrticUy  impotsible;  that  life  under  theM  conditions  bfoomet  • 
burden;  th.t  fundi  with  which  to  educate  the  ffrowinf  family  .re  often  lacking;  and 
k  !L   !i        .^  often  lieep  up  the  farm  initead  of  the  farm  Iceepin^  thcin;  all  of  which 
breed  diacontenU     Such  condition,  are  exprea^sd  by  an  annuTl  migwtion  to  the 
c.t.e.  of  a  Tery  large  number  of  boy.  and  girla,  who  are  totally  unprepared  for  the 
life  of  auch  centre.,  while  the  rural  dutricu  are  deprifed  of  citixen.  the  loaa  of  whom 
can  be  ill  afforded.    Undoubtedly  much  of  thia  undeairablo  condition  may  be  Uid  at 
the  door  of  the  .crub  bull.    Yea.  all  thi..  beoau«i  the  head  of  the  farm  did  not  atop  to 
think  that  the  milking  of  poor  low  producing  row.  was  the  road  to  failure  and  discon- 
tent: did  not  atop  to  think  that  hia  or  her  son.  or  dauRhters  would  not  be  interested 
in  milking,  year  in  and  year  out.  the  little,  old  3,000  or  4.000  pound  cow.,  to  eke  out 
a  meagre  living.    Such  conditions  breed  monotony  instead  of  interest  and  enthusiasm 
and  where  no  interest  and  enthusUsm  exists  neither  success  nor  happiness  can  b^ 
achieved.     So.  before  the  risinic  generation  becomes  dissatisfied  with  the  low  return* 
of  the  farm  and  take,  the  road  that  'ad.  to  the  pitfalls  and  hardships  of  the  citT 
IS  the  time  to  send  the  scrub  bull  and  cow.  to  the  abattoir  and  replace  them  by 
mdiriduala  of  quality.  ' 


CX)ST  OF  MILK  PRODTTCTION 

\^!i'fu'^f'.i*^''  ^"  '*'i'*'*'^  the  resulu  obtained  in  the  previous  tables  will  have 
remarked  that  the  revenue  from  milk,  whether  in  the  form  of  butter,  cheese  or  milk- 
is  in  most  cases,  the  biggest  item  in  the  total  revenue  of  the  farm.  It  is  known  from 
other  statistical  data  that  the  dairy  industry  is  the  basic  one  of  the  province  and  as 
such  brings  a  huge  revenue  to  its  farms,  taken  collectively.  It  is  also  known  during 
these  days  of  high  cost  of  living,  what  the  word,  "milk"  and  "milk  prices"  mean  to 
the  average  m.Ik  and  milk  product  consumer.  But  what  many  of  us.  whether  consumer 
or  producer,  do  not  know  quite  as  we  1,  is  the  milk  production  situation  and  its  possi- 
VjZvj  f  ?'"=°'?'"'f^-  ^°'  '^  "ff,"-  t"  obtain  some  light  on  this  question,  table. 
VI  and  VI-A  have  been  prepared.  All  the  farms  in  the  four  districts  named  in  the 
ables  receiving  50  per  cent  or  more  of  their  revenue  from  milk  were  used  for  thi! 
tabuktion.  as  any  farm  receiving  less  than  60  per  cent  of  its  revenue  from  milk  could 
not  be  classified  as  a  representative  dairy  farm. 

The  total  number  of  po-jrds  of  milk  produced  per  farm  was  obtained  by  dividinir 
the  revenue  frou^  milk  by  the  price  obtained  per  hundredweight.  The  oS  of  milk  n^ 
^Zt^T'^'  ""'  obtained  by  deducting  from  the  total  expensVlt  m  the ^^en^ue 
received  from  source,  other  than  milk.  The  balance  left  was  tfllc«.n  ♦„  kl  1  revenue 
it  cost  to  produce  the  number  of  pounds  of  m .1  prSucr/  o^^  tW^  ^-  ?  "T*"* 
Hence  the  total  number  of  pounds  of  milk  producedSeJ  by  the  balir^/T' 
gives  the  cost  of  milk  production  per  hundredweight  '"'^  '*^" 

price  of  milk  accordingly.     On  the  other  hanil?'t  J!       ^  ^T'  '}  ''°""  '""^'^  ^^^ 
lower  the  cost  of  proSJctiorirproSn  and  ^r^  "*  «?  '''f  *•  i^/ouW 

ir:^ss^;-;i:sSijtf^CiLi^~ 

of  the  operator  and  other  unpaid  labour  as  explained  eliXve  inttl  tn  I      t^"' 
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COBT  or  MILK  PRODUCTION  ON   i'ARM  No.  41 
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TABLE  VI-C08T  OF  MILK  PRODUCTION 


Number  of  farma 

Average  siie,  (crop  acre*) 

Average  total  capital 

Average  number  of  cowa 

Avcrace  amount  of   milk   produced   per 

farm 

Average  revenue  from  milk...  ! 
Average  revenue  from  othvi  aourcea. . 

Average  total  expenaea 

Average  coat  of  production  per  cwt . . . 
Average  price  obtained  per  cwt..   . 

Average  profit  per  cwt 

Average  labour  income 


No. 

Ac. 

t 

No. 

Lba. 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 
t 


Aubrey 


20 
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A  cloM  mudy  of  Ublos  VI  and  VIa  will  help  to  .xplain  why  dairy  farmiuK,  on 
the  v»-holc.  doe*  not  yield  the  profita  it  ihould,  and  at  the  »ame  time  revealt  the  poui- 
bilitiei  esiatinff  on  well-orjrtnixed  and  well-managed  dairy  farm».  First,  the  reader 
will  obaenre  the  very  atrikingr  difference  in  the  co»t  of  milk  production  for  tht  aT,rage 
of  all  thd  farina  and  for  the  five  beat  and  five  poorest  farnu  for  each  and  all  diatricU. 
.  will  be  noticed  in  table  VI  that  the  average  cost  of  milk  production  for  the  farms 
surveyed  iit  $2.07,  the  average  price  received  per  hundredweight  being  $2.35,  leaving 
a  balance  of  $0.38  per  hundredweight  to  cover  the  work  \re:  formed  by  the  operator 
and  the  unpaid  labour,  or  an  average  labour  income  of  $194  for  100  farms  with  farms 
averaging  126  acres  with  a  total  average  capital  of  $17,028. 

A  study  of  table  VIa  reveals  that  there  is  a  variation  in  average  coat  of  milk 
production  ranging  from  $1.21  to  $4.34  per  hundredweight.  The  averrgo  cost  of 
milk  production  on  tho  Hve  best  farms  of  all  group*  is  $1.2«  per  hundredweight, 
while  the  average  cost  of  milk  production  on  the  five  poorest  farms  of  all  oups  is 
<«.3^.  per  hundredweight.  A  difference  in  the  average  c.st  of  milk  prod  .Jon  on 
the  poorest  and  best  farms  of  $2.12  per  hundredweight  should  '«  such  as  to  command 
serious  thinking  by  dairymen  who  may  be  in  this  group.  What  is  the  cause  of  such 
aj.de  difference  in  the  .-ost  of  milk  production?  Tf  we  study  the  average  results 
obtained  for  ♦lie  five  best  and  five  poorest  farms  in  the  Aubrey  district,  what  do  we 

^on'^J  '".  '*'^  "t"^  °^  ^^^  ^''^  *^*  ^'"■"'*  ♦»"''•«  is  an  average  capitalisation  of 
$20.»05  oosting  11-8  per  cent  of  the  total  eapitalir  'ion  for  operation.  In  the  case 
of  the  five  poorest  faims  there  is  an  average  capitalization  of  $13,864.  cosfing  116 
per  cent  of  the  total  capitMization  for  operation.  That  is.  operating  expense*  arc 
pr8ot,call.v  the  same  n  both  classes  of  farms.  However,  in  comparing  the  revenue. 
It  will  be  noticed  that  the  five  best  farms  have  an  average  gross  revenue  of  17  per  rent 
against  6.5  per  cent  for  the  five  poorest  farms.  This  difference  in  revenue  for  the 
tive  he=:t  famis  IS  made  up  l.y  pitting  from  every  cow  kept  1.0{>2  pounds  of  milk  more 
per  yenr  and  also  by  procuring  a  higher  revenue  from  the  other  sources  on  the  farms 
Ihe  pcrcfntage  ot  capital  used  in  operation  being  practically  the  same  for  both 
groups,  tho  plu3  gross  revenue  for  the  five  l)P?t  farms  help*  to  lower  the  cost  of  milk 
production,  leaves  a  wider  margin    of    profit    per    hundredweight,   and  enable,  the 

•i^Z^u"    *"'l'  '^""^  **•  ^f^"  "  ^'"''  '•''^"'"  ''^-••""'^  "^  "'«'  «1-O«0  and  practically 
$1,800  above  the  average  of  the  five  poorest  farms. 

A  study  of  all  the  other  groups  in  the  same  light,  will  induce  the  same  conclusion 

Ji  some  cases  the  size  of  the  farms  and  the  total  capital  invested  are  reversed     But 
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in  all  cases  the  farms  producing  milk  at  a  profit  arc  the  farin<  which  have  the  highest 
milk  producing  cowi  end  alio  the  highest  item  of  revenue  from  other  aources. 

A  feature  worthy  of  close  attention  is  that  with  the  exception  of  the  Stanbridgc 
East  district,  the  percentage  of  capital  used  in  operation  of  all  groups  does  not  vary 
1  per  cent  within  each  district,  proving  that  the  percentage  of  capital  used  in  opera- 
tion within  a  district  is  very  nearly  constant  and  that  the  only  way  of  reducing  the 
(•ost  of  milk  production  is  by  increasing  the  number  and  milk  yield  of  the  cows  as 
well  as  the  revenue  from  other  sources  of  the  farm. 

FACTORS  INFLUENCING  SUCCESS  IN  FARMING 

Any  one  in  cIojp  touch  with  any  farms  operated  successfully  knows  that  it  is 
through  the  application  of  a  number  of  well-defined  factors  that  success  is  made 
possible.  These  facts  having  been  recorded  many  years  ago,  attempts  of  different 
natures  have  been  made  to  intensify  their  application  through  such  mediums  as  the 
agricultural  press,  the  platform,  the  Experimental  Farms  and  Agricultural  Stations, 
the  colleges,  the  agricultural  district  representatives,  etc. 

In  order  to  determine  to  what  extent  these  factors  have  been  received  and 
applied,  a  few  outstanding  ones  have  been  chosen  and  are  reported  on  in  table  VII. 


TABLE  VII— FACTORS  INFLUENCING  SCCCES.«» 


Dintricts 


Farmera  ubiiik  silo 

Fumera  growing  rootn 

Farmers  growing  soiling  crops 

Farmers  keeping  milk  record!! 

Farmers  keeping  farm  accounts 

Farmers  receiving  (arm  papers 

Farmers  receiving  Exp.  Farm  Publications 

Farmer^  keeping  sheep 

Farmers  having  or  using  a  pure  bred  sire . . 


Aubrey 


36 
IS 
0 
8 
23 
79 
.« 
19 
21 


Lachute 


46 

18 
8 
20 
82 
SO 
26 
SO 


L'As- 
somp- 

tion 


% 

8 
46 
27 

6 
23 
»4 
33 
63 
40 


Mont- 
magny 


% 

4 

37 

20 

4 

8 

96 

13 

68 

4S 


.Stan- 
bridge 
East 


% 
61 
35 
6 
14 
20 
73 
39 
28 
47 


St. 
Gedeon 


% 

2 
10 
31 

8 
14 
90 
22 
96 
42 


Average 

of 

all 


% 

•32 
33 
16 
8 
18 
86 
36 
SO 
41 


*4  Districts  only. 

As  will  bt'  seen  in  the  above  table,  only  a  few  factors  connected  with  profitable 
farminit  are  recorded.  As  has  been  stated  at  the  beginning  of  this 
bulletin,  this  work  has  been  undertaken  and  carried  out  with  the  intention 
of  getting  first-hand  information  on  the  agricultural  situation,  its  possibilities  and 
shortcomings,  and  also  to  show  in  a  practical  way  what  factors  are  applied  by  suc- 
cessful farmers.  Wi:.i  this  aim  in  view  pr  i-tically  all  tables  analysing  the  farm  busi- 
ness, sucji  iis  the  size  of  farms,  the  various  districts  covered  in  the  survey,  and  cost 
of  milk  production,  have  been  prepared  on  a  comparative  basis,  so  that  the  reader 
will  be  able  to  compare  side  by  side  in  the  same  district,  and  with  other  districts, 
the  common  causes  of  success  of  some  and  of  the  failure  of  others.  In  so  doing  less 
space  is  taken  with  deduction.s  and  the  coinparntive  tables  submitted  offer  the  most 
concrete  and  effective  argument  to  put  before  those  who  wish  to  gain 
information  on  how  to  farm  successfully.  Hence  it  is  noticed  that  there  are 
some  farms  included  in  ail  tables  which  are  realizing  a  profit.  The  reasons  and 
explanations  have  been  revealed  in  previous  tables  and  are  again  confirmed  in  the 
above  table.  The  farmers  applying  the  factors  recorded  in  the  above  table  are 
invariably  the  farmers  included  in  the  jiroup  of  farms  making  a  plus  labour  income. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  farmers  making  a  minus  labour  income  are  the  farmers  who 
are  often  reasoning  as  follows-   that  the  building  of  a  silo  and  the  using  of  silage  may 


be  all  riftht,  but  it  coata  tco  much  money  at  the  preeent  time;  that  the  growing  of 
roots  inTolves  too  much  labour;  that  the  feeding  of  aoilintr  crops,  when  pastures 
become  dry  for  the  cows,  is  too  much  bother;  that  they  can  select  their  best 
cows  without  keeping  milk  records;  that  the  keeping  of  a  simple  farm  account  bcmk 
is  a  city  man's  idea  of  running  a  farm;  that  following  the  Experimental  Farm 
reports  and  advice  is  good  practice  for  those  having  a  lot  of  money  to  spend;  that 
the  farm  papers  are  good  reading  but  not  always  practical  preaching;  that  they 
would  have  to  rebuild  all  their  fences  to  keep  sheep  and  still  there  would  be  the  dog 
pest;  that  their  neighbour  has  had  a  pure-bred  bull  and  they  do  not  see  that  their 
cows  are  very  much  better,  etc.,  etc. 

These  remarks  are  a  few  of  the  many  that  were  heard  in  doing  work  of  this  kind 
and  explain  to  a  certain  extent  why  fanning,  when  interpreted  from  a  business  point  of 
view,  appears  to  give  such  poor  results.  The  possibilities  are  unlimited.  Most  of  the 
farmers  are  anxious  to  do  well,  but  it  would  appear  that  a  great  deal  of  eriension  or 
educational  work  will  have  to  be  done  before  the  maximum  results  can  be  expected 
from  the  farms. 

GENERAL  SUMMARY 


The  second  "I  arm  Business"  survey  reveals  the  following  information : — 

1.  That  due  to  higher  prices  received  for  farm  produce  in  1919,  the  average  labour 
income  was  slightly  higher  for  all  the  farms  in  1920. 

2.  That  the  siie  of  a  farm  is  a  factor  to  be  recognized  in  buying. 

3.  That  there  are  possibilities  of  making  high  plus  labour  income  on  small  farms, 
but  this  i3  only  by  intensive  farming  and  good  management.     (See  tables  I  and  Ia.) 

4.  That  there  are  districts  where  the  farms,  by  a  different  type  of  farming  or 
through  less  capital  being  required,  are  making  a  higher  average  labour  income  than 
others.    (See  table  11.) 

5.  That  the  percentage  of  total  capitalization  used  in  operating  a  farm  is  about 
constant  within  each  district  and  that  the  labour  income  will  increase  in  proportion 
to  the  increase  of  the  revenue  over  the  cost  of  operation. 

6.  That  the  greatest  opportunity  of  increasing  the  revenue  is  through  increasing 
the  revenue  per  animal  unit  by  using  animals  of  higher  quality  and  increasing  the 
revenue  from  the  cash  crops  by  using  better  farming  methods.  (See  tables  III  and 
IHa.) 

7.  That  there  are  possibilities  of  making  fair  labour  incomes  with  all  ^pes  of 
farming,  but  the  farms  carrying  good  dairy  cattle  in  fair  numbers,  without  neglecting 
other  sources  of  revenue,  are  the  most  successful.     (See  table  V.) 

8.  That  the  use  of  pure-bred  or  high  grade  cows  is  the  key  to  successful  dairy 
farming. 

9.  That  the  scrub  bull  is  causing  the  province  an  annual  loss  of  well  over 
$10,000,000  at  a  very  low  estimate.     (See  table  V.) 

10.  That  the  dairy  cow  is  the  "factory"  where  most  of  the  crops  of  the  farms  are 
transformed  before  reaching  the  market,  and  that  this  "factory"  cannot  produce  an 
article  of  quality  cheaply  if  the  "raw  material"  suppli«>d  is  poor  in  quality  and  limited 
in  amount. 

11.  That  the  average  cost  of  milk  production  for  the  farms  surveyed  receiving 
more  than  60  per  cent  revenue  from  milk,  is  $2.07  per  hundredweight. 


19.  That  the  price  obtained  per  hundredweight  for  milk  produced  wu  12.35. 
That  the  difference  between  the  cost  and  aeUinc;  price  left  the  farmers  on  these  farms 
an  arerage  plds  labour  income  of  $194,  on  farms  averaging  125  acres,  having  an 
average  total  capital  of  $17,028,  carrTing  an  average  of  15-2  cows  producing  an 
average  of  69,837  pounds  of  milk.    (See  table  YI.) 

13.  That  the  cost  of  producing  100  pounds  of  milk  varies  in  direct  proportion  to 
the  qnalitr  of  the  cows  kept  and  the  attention  given  to  revenue  from  other  sources. 

14.  That  the  farms  receiving  a  high  revenue  from  their  cows  are  also  the  farms 
receiving  a  high  revenue  from  other  sources. 

16.  That  the  percentage  of  capitalization  used  in  farm  operation  is  as  high 
(ezceptinc  one  group)  for  the  poorest  as  it  is  for  the  best  dairy  farms.     (See  table 

VIA.) 

16.  That  there  are  many  essential  factors,  influencing  successful  farming,  which 
are  very  little  understood  or  applied  by  the  average  farmer,  consequently  more 
extension  work  should  be  carried  on. 


